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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-10 are presented for the examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

2. The language of claims 1-10 raise a question as to whether the claims are abstract idea 
and would not result in practical application producing a useful, concrete, and tangible result to 
form the basic of statutory subject matter under 35 U.S.C 101. For example, determining two 

nodes, providing a resulting OR node, merging each child node, adding each child node, 
evaluating each topmost node are an abstract idea that do not produce any tangible result< e.g. 
just a though or just a compotation within a processor with is not out put to create a tangible 
result which enables the usefulness to be realized. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Birsan et al 
(US 6,848078 Bl) in view of Graunke et al (US. 5,852826) and further in view of Ehab ( A 
Survey of Event Filtering Mechanisms for Dynamic Multi-point Applications). 
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As to claim 1, Birsan teaches the invention substantially as claimed including: a first tree, 
second tree (two hierarchical structure files/ base and modified files, col 1, In 41-45), combining 
first and second trees (col 1, In 41-45), a topmost level nodes at the a topmost level (the root, col 
7, In 33-36), determining whether two nodes at a topmost level of each of the first and second 
trees are both the same nodes (col 7, In 33-36), a resulting node of a single resultant tree (a 
merge tree, col 7, In 33-36/ root 3, In 8, In 12-16), each child node of the first/ second tree( each 
level nodes, col 7, In 33-36/ elements from a said base file and elements from said modified 
child, col 2, In 64-67/ child 1, child 2, col 8, In 37-43), adding each child node of the first tree 
and each child node of the second tree to the resulting node as a child( col 7, In 33-36/ col 2, In 
64-67/ col 8, In 37-43), cannot be successfully combined ( if there is no child or rood2 the same 
identify , col 8, In 12-16) , evaluating each topmost node( col 8, In 17-23). 

Biran does not explicitly teaches merging each child node of the first tree with a child 
node of the second tree into a merged node when such nodes can be successfully combined, and 
adding each merged node to the resulting node as a child node. However, Graunke teaches 
merging each child node of the first tree with a child node of the second tree into a merged node 
when such nodes can be successfully combine, adding each merged node to the resulting node as 
a child node (an equal number of record from stream elements 32 a and 32 b are identified. A 
process then perform a binary search on the stream element . . .The reserved records are merger at 
node34 a to form stream element 36 a . . . records from these elements are then merged at higher 
level node 38 a, col 8, In 9-22). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teaching of Birsan and Graunke because Graunke's merging each child 
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node of the first tree with a child node of the second tree into a merged node would improve the 
teaching of Brisah by providing an efficiency amount of time spending for reserve records from 
two input streams. 

Birsan and Graunke do not teach a filtering, OR node. However, Ehab teaches a filtering 
(event filter is a set of predicates. Each predicate is defined as a Boolean- valued expression that 
returns true or false. Predicates may be joined by operators (such as AND, OR and NOT) enable 
the composition of arbitrarily complex filter expressions. Thus a filter or event expression is a set 
of predicates joined by operators. Filters can be joined together to form an optimized filter by a 
process called filter composition, sec: 2.1, In 23-32). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teaching of Birsan, Graunke and Ehab because Ehab's filtering, OR 
node improve the teaching of Birsan and Graunke's systems allowing the filters can joined 
together to produce an optimized filter with high performance, scalability and usability of event 
filtering. 

As to claim 2, Graunke teaches merging child nodes beneath a merged node into a 
merged child node when child nodes can be successfully combined (col 8, In 9-22). 

As to claim 3, Graunke teaches performing a union of a set of data points of each node 
(col 8, In 8-16). 

As to claim 4, Ehab teaches treating the other topmost node as a single child of an OR 
node (sec: 2.1, In 24-27). 

As to claim 5, Birsan teaches determining whether the two topmost nodes represent a 
same event variable (col 7, In 32-36). 



Application/Control Number: 10/663,410 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2194 

As to claim 6, Birsan teaches adding the first and second trees to the node as children 
thereof(col7,ln32-36). 

As to claim 7, Graunke teaches the two topmost nodes represent the same event variable, 
and further comprising, merging the two topmost nodes into a merged node (col 8, In 9-15). 

As to claim 8, Graunke teaches merging the topmost nodes includes performing a union 
of a set of data points of each node (col 8, In 9-22). 

As to claim 9, Graunke teaches merging child nodes at each level of children below the 
merged node into a merged child node when such child nodes can be merged (col 8, In 9-22). 

As to claim 10, Ehab teaches traversing the resultant filtering tree with actual event data 
(sec: 3.2.1, In 33-40). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LeChi Truong whose telephone number is (571) 272 3767. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8 - 5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomson, William can be reached on (571) 272 3718. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR of Public PAIP. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
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system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should you have questions on access to the Private P AIP 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197(toll-free). 

LeChi Truong 
January 5, 2007 




